A brief analysis of the resources contributed and returns received by various nodes in the Whole Earth Telescope network is presented. Some problems with the funding and organization of the network are discussed and possible solutions proposed. In particular, it is shown that the Third World labour, provided it is of the 1st class standard, offers the best value for money and should be used both for the construction of equipment, as well as the employment of an administrative assistant that is needed to support WET activities. It is proposed that a Council of the Wise, comprising about 5 prominent WET members, be appointed to oversee WET activities.
Introduction
This paper represents a personal view to the Whole Earth Telescope (WET) by someone resident in a Third World or developing country. The intention is not to discuss the scientific capability of the project, which is scattered throughout these Proceedings and discussed in Winget et al. (1993 Winget et al. ( , 1991 and Nather et al. (1990) . Rather, the intention is to focus on some organizational issues. Problems that have arisen in this connection will be discussed, along with some suggestions for improvements.
What is the Whole Earth Telescope?
One particular view of the WET is that it is a network of cooperating astronomers with different (a) resources to contribute and (b) expectations of what return they will get. As a result of the leading role of the Texas group in the initiation of the WET, it is appropriate to discuss these issues in terms of Texas vs. the Rest. 
Resources contributed
A primary resource that the WET needs to operate is adequate funding. In this connection I estimate that the Texas group has spent about $135000 in running 9 WET campaigns (see O'Donoghue & Provencal 1993 for a more detailed discussion of these costs). To this figure should be added ss $ 100 000 for development and construction of the 3-channel photometers that are the instrument of choice in the WET network. Although the total arrived at is $235 000, Ed Nather (private communication) assures me that if you include the money for salaries of the manpower involved, the amount spent is probably double, say $500000. Whether you include salaries or not, this amount of money is vastly greater, to this writer's knowledge, than that contributed by any single site in the network. Although some sites contribute a significant funding, one of the more extreme comparisons is the amount of money $600) spent by the South African group for ss 100 nights subsistence at the Sutherland observing station of SAAO. The major component of the « $ 15000 spent by the Texas group to run each campaign is the cost of sending observers to "common-user" observatories. An important conclusion from these comparisons, therefore, is that the development of local contacts at all participating observatories is the most cost-effective way to operate in each campaign.
In terms of observing effort, the picture is completely different. With a guess time of % 7 nights per campaign per site, each one of the « 10 sites has contributed « 63 nights of observing in 9 campaigns. SAAO has contributed 98 nights in 7 campaigns. As all reliably measured photons are equal, it is apparent that the investment of observing effort is the most evenly-spread contribution made across the network. Apart from observing effort, the Texas group have made a massive contribution in terms of initiative, leadership and instrumental development. This contribution is hard to quantify.
Returns derived
The most-exciting scientific returns to date are the results derived from the observations of PG 1159-035 and GD 358 (Winget et al. 1991 (Winget et al. , 1993 . These two papers represent quantum leaps in asteroseismology. In keeping with their investment of effort discussed in the last section, the Texas group have acted as Principal Investigator more often than anywhere else (see Nather, these Proceedings p. 372). A significant problem experienced by some members of the network is that in spite of the fact that each site puts considerable effort into each observing campaign, the visibility of this effort is not apparent in the « 30-author papers that result. Consequently, administrators and funding agencies do not readily appreciate the vital contribution of each site to the collection of the enormous data sets that the WET acquires. Ultimately, participation in the WET must be motivated not so much by the personal goals of the individuals involved but more for the sake of the science.
Problems and possible solutions

S.l. Funding
At the time of writing (August 1993), full WET operations have had to be suspended because the funds of all groups in the network are currently, but hopefully only temporarily, exhausted. As a result, the campaigns on RXJ 2117+37 in September 1993 and AE Aqr in October 1993 are not going to involve the full capability of the WET instrument: some sites will be inactive because there are insufficient funds to send observers there. It is, therefore, worth emphasizing again that the development of local contacts at all observing sites should be a high priority.
The best quality data are derived from 3-channel photometers. Most sites in the network lack such an instrument because the costs are ~ $40000 per instrument, if built at Texas. There is a plan (Nather, private communication) to obtain funding to equip as many sites as possible with 3-channel photometers. Usage of such funding will be optimized, if the photometers, or their component parts, can be constructed to 1st class standard in the Third World countries. For example, because the costs of labour in the Third World countries such as South Africa are much less than in the First World countries such as the United States, and because most of the cost of constructing such a photometer is in the labour needed to machine the mechanical components, significant savings can be effected by sourcing photometers outside America. The point is illustrated in the following table which compares the cost of constructing a photometer in the machine shops at Texas and SAAO. This information was kindly supplied to me by Ed Nather and Digby Ellis. 
Organization
Thus far, WET operations have been directed by the Texas group from Austin. This very considerable organizational effort is supplied and managed in Austin on an ad hoc basis. In the past, this has occasionally led to mix-ups with resulting loss of scientific effectiveness. Communication across the network, which takes place by electronic mail, can at times also be a problem: with Texas at the "hub" of the network, there is frequently saturation of communication channels in and out of Texas, while par^s of the network outside Texas are starved of information about important developments. Note that these communication problems refer to human effort in managing the communication rather than any hardware bottlenecks.
It is understandable that the scientific activities of the WET group members should preferably be as little distracted by administration as possible. However, this writer feels that some simple infrastructure must be installed in order to oversee the selection and scheduling of targets and enable would-be users of the WET to obtain information about and apply for the WET resources.
As a first step towards the solution or amelioration of some of these problems, it is proposed to appoint a Council of the Wise (hereafter COWs) to oversee the activities of the WET. The primary brief of such a committee (« 5 members) would be to review proposals from prospective Principal Investigators for observations by the WET of specific targets. COWs would then prioritize the targets and make decisions on the future observing program which will then be circulated to all WET members. Other functions of the COWs could be to oversee the scientific direction of the WET as well as to consider complaints from WET members.
In addition to the above, there is a need to appoint an administrative assistant, or "network server". Again, the costs are cheaper, if the appointee is resident in a Third World country. It is estimated that approximately US $ 300 per month would secure the services of a competent administrative assistant, based in South Africa and working for two days per week. Possible candidates for the position will be approached when funding becomes available. The duties would primarily be to: (a) assemble and maintain a list of telescope time deadlines and application forms; (b) coordinate the submission of telescope time applications; (c) act as secretary to the COWs; (d) facilitate communication across the network; (e) edit the newsletter.
Conclusions
In order to improve the scientific capability of the WET, the network should:
1. consider the construction of equipment in the Third World countries as significant savings in costs can often be achieved; 2. appoint a Council of the Wise to evaluate proposals for targets to be observed by the WET and provide general oversight for WET activities; 3. fund and appoint a "network server". Working two days per week at modest cost $300 per month), the network server would facilitate many WET activities including the assembly and submission of telescope time proposals.
